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Before: B. FLETCHER, TROTT, and CALLAHAN, Circuit Judges.

Tejinder Singh, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s decision denying his applications for asylum, withholding of
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removal, and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have

jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  Reviewing for substantial evidence, 

Chebchoub v. INS, 257 F.3d 1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001), we deny the petition for

review.

The record does not compel reversal of the agency’s adverse credibility

finding because Singh provided inconsistent evidence regarding a police beating

he witnessed, including the names of the victims and other basic details, where his

knowledge of the event allegedly caused his first arrest.  See. id. at 1043 (an

inconsistency goes to the heart of a claim if it concerns events central to

petitioner’s version of why he fears persecution).  The record reflects that the

agency properly considered and rejected Singh’s explanations for these

inconsistencies.  See Li v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 959, 963 (9th Cir. 2004).  In the

absence of credible testimony, Singh failed to establish eligibility for asylum or

withholding of removal.  See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir.

2003).

In addition, Singh fails to raise, and therefore waives, any challenge to the

BIA’s determination that he does not merit a grant of asylum as a matter of

discretion.  See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996). 
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Substantial evidence also supports the BIA’s denial of CAT relief because

Singh did not establish a likelihood of torture upon return.  See id. at 1157.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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